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Response to Remarks 

Applicant's arguments filed on 10/27/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
Relating to Claim 1: 

In view of the fact, that BARTLING teaches, "The ancillary chip 110 receives . . .the 
output VCCOl powers the nonvolatile microcontroller 120, and the output VCCQ2 powers the 
liquid-crystal display driver 140." (Bartling, Col. 8; 48-52). Thus, it is evidently, the explanations 
above is directed to telecommunications systems and methods for in a low-power microprocessor 
system where a communications link interfaced to the microprocessor via using buses (as well- 
known in the art), therefore the above communication lines feeding signals via data-buses as 
shown in the cited section, that positively, anticipated by BARTLING. Hence, it is believed that 
BARTLING still teaches the claimed limitations. 

The above arguments also recites for the other independent claims, consequently the 
response is the same explanation as set forth above with regard to claim 1 . 

Because the remaining claims depend directly/indirectly, from one of the independent 
claims discussed above, as a result the response is the same justification as set forth above. 

With the intention of that explanation, it is believed and as enlighten above, the refutation 
are sustained. 

/Sharad Rampuria/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2617 



